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INTRODUCTION 

More than twelve years after approving the FY 2004-2005 request for Clare-

Gladwin Regional Education Service District, USAC issued Adjustment Letters in June 

2017 that sought to recover more than $900,000 from the rural education service district.  

Citing only the existence of a Stock Purchase Agreement relating to a consulting firm, 

USAC made the initial determination that the rural education service district was 

responsible for unfairly influencing the outcome of the competition among service 

providers. 

In response, Clare-Gladwin Regional Education Service District established that 

the consulting firm did not even exist until well after the first of the two funding years in 

question.  Moreover, Clare-Gladwin Regional Education Service District established that 

its staffs’ efforts with respect to the second funding year completely complied with the 

rules and policies of USAC and the Commission.  When presented with this information, 

USAC did not close the matter.  Instead, it ignored the information, and issued Denial 

Letters that proffered a completely new justification for why CGRESD was required to 

repay more than $900,000 to USAC. 

USAC’s more recent justification fails because (i) it ignores the facts presented in 

CGRESD’s Appeal, (ii) it raises a completely new justification without providing any 

supporting evidence, and (iii) it ignores well-established Commission precedent that 

places the responsibility for any required reimbursement on the parties that were in the 

best position to know about the purported violations.  
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20054 
 
In the Matter of: 
 
Request for Review by CLARE-
GLADWIN REGIONAL EDUCATION 
SERVICE DISTRICT of Decision by the 
Administrator of Universal Service 
Administrative Company 
 

] 
] 
] 
] 
] 
] 
] 

 
CC Docket 02-6 
 
Funding Request Nos. 10008157, 1159681 
 
Form 471 Application Nos. 369768, 420735 

REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Pursuant to Section 54.719(b) of the Commission’s rules, Clare-Gladwin Regional 

Education Service District (“CGRESD”), by and through its attorney, submits this 

REQUEST FOR REVIEW of the August 23, 2017, decision by the Administrator of the 

Universal Service Administrative Company (“USAC”) that denied CGRESD’s appeal of 

the “Commitment Adjustment Letter” for Funding Year July 1, 2003 – June 30, 2004, 

and the “Commitment Adjustment Letter” for Funding Year July 1, 2004 – June 30, 

2005 (the “Adjustment Letters”) dated June 2, 2017.1   

CGRESD timely filed its appeal of the Adjustment Letters on August 1, 2017, 

pursuant to Section 54.719(a) of the Commission’s rules, and USAC issued identical 

letters on August 23, 2017, that denied CGRESD’s appeal (the “USAC Denials”).2  For 

the reasons set forth below, the Commission must rescind or otherwise set aside the 

USAC Denials, close this matter, and cease collection efforts from CGRESD.   

                                                   
1 Copies of the Adjustment Letters are attached hereto as Exhibit One. 
2 Copies of the USAC Denials are attached hereto as Exhibit Two.  This Request for Review is 
submitted within 60 days of the issuance of the USAC Denials. 47 C.F.R. § 54.720. 
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The sole basis provided by USAC for issuing the identical Adjustment Letters was 

that USAC had determined that there was commonality of ownership interest between 

Elite Fund, Inc., (“Elite Fund”) and Crystal Automation Services, Inc. (“Casair”).  This 

determination was made by USAC because USAC had learned of a July 1, 2006, Stock 

Purchase Agreement between the owner of Casair, Mr. Steve Meinhardt, and Mr. Roger 

Hoezee, whereby Mr. Meinhardt sold his stock in Elite Fund to Mr. Hoezee.  No other 

information or evidence of rule violations was provided in the Adjustment Letters. 

CGRESD provided evidence to USAC that Elite Fund was not incorporated until 

September 2003, and therefore could not have had an impermissible role in the 

preparation and processing of CGRESD’s FY 2003–2004 funding process, which was 

completed at least seven months prior to the incorporation of Elite Fund.3  Moreover, 

CGRESD provided evidence that Elite Fund did not impermissibly participate in 

CGRESD’s 2004–2005 funding process, and, to the extent that USAC determined 

otherwise, that CGRESD should not be held responsible for the repayment of funds in 

light of the purported coordinated efforts of Elite Fund and Casair. 

The USAC Denials do not make any mention of the original basis for issuing the 

Adjustment Letters, nor do the USAC Denials make any mention of the information 

provided by CGRESD in its Appeal.  Instead, USAC proffers an entirely new justification 

for requiring CGRESD to refund the USAC payments that were received in 2003–2005.  

Rather than acknowledging that the basis for issuing the Adjustment Letters had been 

                                                   
3 A copy of CGRED’s Appeal is provided as Exhibit Three. 
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proven incorrect and closing the matter, USAC stated in the denials that CGRESD was 

now to be held responsible for the repayment of the FY 2003–2004 and FY 2004–2005 

payments because: 

In cases where the Administrator finds “carbon copy” FCC Forms 470 
across a series of applications, especially where the services and products 
requested are complex or substantial, and when the same service provider is 
involved, it is appropriate for the Administrator to subject such applications 
to more searching scrutiny to ensure there has been no improper service 
provider involvement in the competitive bidding process.4 

Absent from the USAC Denials is any evidence that there were “‘carbon copy’ FCC 

Forms 470,” nor did USAC provide the identities of those applicants that purportedly  

submitted “carbon copy” forms with which CGRESD was to be associated. 

Thus, not only did USAC fundamentally change the basis for issuing the 

Adjustment Letters without providing notice to CGRESD or an opportunity for 

comment, USAC also failed to provide any evidence in support of its new justification.  

Therefore, the Commission must grant this Request for Review, and issue a decision that 

both (i) sets aside the Adjustment Letter and (ii) closes this matter without further 

payment obligations imposed upon CGRESD. 

BACKGROUND 

Clare-Gladwin Regional Education Service District is one of 56 Intermediate 

School Districts, or Education Service Agencies, in Michigan.  ISDs were created by the 

State of Michigan and organized along county boundaries to provide specialized 

                                                   
4 See Exhibit Two, pgs. 2, 4. 
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educational services to local school districts.  Specialized services include those that are 

done more cost effectively when done in collaboration rather than separately.  Specialized 

services and programs include special education, career and technical education, training 

for teachers and other school staff, business services, and technology services. 

Created in 1962, CGRESD offers these services to five school districts5 in the rural 

counties of Clare and Gladwin.6  In an effort to save costs for the five local school 

districts, CGRESD has provided future-driven leadership in technology since the 1990s 

when CGRESD, the local school districts, and the local community college collaborated 

to install a high-speed fiber network in the two-county region.  In addition to investing 

General Fund dollars, CGRESD sought grant funding and state and federal funding to 

offset technology costs. 

CGRESD received USAC funding for services provided by Casair—one of the few 

service companies in this rural area—for Funding Years 2001–2002, 2002–2003, 2003–

2004, and 2004–2005.  During this period, CGRESD’s Technology Department 

consisted of two people, an engineer and Mr. Ken Chinavare.  Mr. Chinavare (i) was 

listed as the contact person for both the Form 470 and Form 471, (ii) was the authorized 

party to sign the forms, (iii) reviewed the bids, (iv) answered questions from bidders prior 

                                                   
5 CGRESD serves Beaverton Rural Schools, Clare Public Schools, Farwell Area Schools, Gladwin 
Community Schools and Harrison Community Schools. 
6 See Appeal, Exhibit B.  According to the 2010 Census, Claire County is 70.6% rural, and Gladwin 
County is 88.6% rural.  The respective populations of the communities were provided in the Appeal as 
Exhibit C and Exhibit D respectfully. 
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to the bid deadline, (v) evaluated the bids that were received, and (vi) made the 

recommendation to the CGRESD Superintendent and Board of Education. 

For Funding Year 2003–2004, CGRESD filed its Form 470 application on October 

7, 2002.7  That application included the required RFP and outlined the services to be 

offered to CGRESD by interested bidders.8  On November 15, 2002, Casair submitted its 

bid,9 and the Form 471 was filed on February 3, 2003.10 As noted above, Elite Fund, Inc., 

was incorporated after the Form 471 was submitted by CGRESD.  In fact, Elite Fund was 

not incorporated until seven months later, on September 17, 2003.11   

For Funding Year 2004–2005, CGRESD received a bid from Casair in response to 

its FCC Form 470, and CGRESD was able to calculate the cost of its requirements should 

the services be provided by a second company, Merit Network, Inc.  Merit’s prices were 

listed on the MiCTA website.  CGRESD determined that Casair’s bid was substantially 

less expensive than Merit would charge—$628,145 vs. $889,490—and Merit would not 

have been able to provide the required Internet bandwidth due to transport issues, nor 

could it offer the necessary firewall support, proxy, cache and content services.  Because 

Casair's proposal was substantially less expensive, and because Casair could provide the 

required services, CGRESD accepted Casair’s proposal, and the Form 471 was filed. 

                                                   
7 See Appeal, Exhibit E. 
8 See Appeal, Exhibit F. 
9 See Appeal, Exhibit G. 
10 See Appeal, Exhibit H. 
11 See Appeal, Exhibit I. 



6 
 

Most important for the instant matter is the fact that Elite Fund did not participate 

in CGRESD’s review of the bid proposals.  Instead, Mr. Ken Chinavare, the Technology 

Director for CGRESD, reviewed the bid proposals and made a recommendation to 

CGRESD’s Board of Education.  CGRESD’s Board of Education agreed with Mr. 

Chinavare’s recommendation, and Casair was selected. 

DISCUSSION 

The above-referenced information was provided to USAC with the reasonable 

expectation that USAC would review and address the evidence in a subsequent decision.  

Instead, USAC sidestepped the proffered information and created a completely new 

justification for requiring CGRESD to repay the full amount for the two funding years.  

A. The Standard of Review. 

Pursuant to Section 54.723 of the Commission’s rules, the Wireline Competition 

Bureau or the Commission will conduct a de novo review of a decision issued by USAC.12  

As set forth below, neither the original justification for issuing the Adjustment Letters, 

nor the post hoc justification offered in the USAC Denials are correct with respect to the 

facts as applied to CGRESD.  Because USAC has offered different justifications in the 

USAC Denials than was provided in the Adjustment Letters, CGRESD addresses both in 

the discussion below. 

                                                   
12 47 C.F.R. § 54.723. 
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B. Elite Fund Did Not Exist During the FY 2003–2004 
Funding Period. 

The sole basis for USAC’s issuance of the Adjustment Letter for Funding Year 

2003–2004 was USAC’s determination that Elite Fund was “involved in the preparation 

or certification” of a Form 470, while at the same time being “part of Casair.”13 USAC 

rests this finding solely on a Stock Purchase Agreement between Steve Meinhardt and 

Roger Hoezee, effective July 1, 2006.  USAC apparently concluded that because there 

was a Stock Purchase Agreement in 2006, Casair and Elite Funding must have been 

commonly owned when CGRESD prepared its Form 470 and Form 471 for Funding Year 

2003–2004.  

However, Fund did not come into existence until September 17, 2003, well after 

the funding process had completed for FY 2003-2004.  As such, it would have been 

impossible for Elite Fund to provide consultant services when CGRESD submitted its 

Form 470 and Form 471 more than seven months earlier.  The Adjustment Letter did not 

provide any other facts to support its determination that Elite Fund and Casair were a 

single entity in late 2002 and early 2003 when CGRESD sought bids for FY 2003–2004 

funding and submitted its forms. 

Moreover, the Adjustment Letter did not include any justification for finding 

CGRESD responsible for repaying USAC for “funds disbursed in violation of the 

programs’ competitive bidding rules” other than its erroneous finding that Elite Fund 

                                                   
13 See Adjustment Letters, page 1. 
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and Casair were the same entity.  Because it was impossible for Elite Fund to provide 

services to CGRESD before Elite Fund came into existence, and in the absence of any 

other allegations (or evidence) of program rule violations, the Adjustment Letter for 

Funding Year 2003–2004 was clearly in error, and CGRESD is not responsible for 

repayment of $458,341.42. 

Compounding these errors, the USAC Denials did not provide any additional 

information or evidence in support of the initial determinations that were made in the 

Adjustment Letters.  In fact, the USAC Denial for FY 2003–2004 completely failed to 

even acknowledge the information provided by CGRESD.  Instead, USAC apparently 

shifted gears, and offered a completely new justification: 

During the review process, USAC gave you an opportunity to demonstrate 
that the competitive bidding process was not compromised and you failed to 
do so. Since you violated the FCC competitive bidding rules, USAC 
rescinded your funding request and sought recovery of any funds disbursed. 
On appeal, you have not demonstrated that USAC’s determination was 
incorrect. Consequently, your appeal is denied.14 

Clearly, this statement does not rise to the required level of reasoned decision-making for 

which USAC is required to provide those that appear before it. Instead, it is black-letter 

law that a decision maker must provide some analysis beyond merely offering conclusory 

statements such as those provided in the USAC Denials.15   

                                                   
14 See USAC Denials, pgs. 1, 3. 
15 See Home Box Office, Inc. v. FCC, 567 F.2d 9, 28, 33 (D.C. Cir.) (finding the Commission’s 
“generalities” crossed “the line from the tolerably terse to the intolerably mute” and rejecting “a naked 
allegation, unsupported in the record.”).  See also Greater Boston Television Corp. v. FCC, 444 F.2d 841 
(D.C. Cir.). 
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 In fact, the federal courts have clearly established a bright-line standard for 

agencies such as the Commission and USAC: 

Conclusory explanations for matters involving a central factual dispute 
where there is considerable evidence in conflict do not suffice to meet the 
deferential standards of our review.  Basic principles of administrative law 
require the agency to "'examine the relevant data and articulate a 
satisfactory explanation for its action including a rational connection 
between the facts found and the choice made.'"16  

In contrast to this standard, nowhere in the USAC Denials was an explanation 

provided on how USAC determined that CGRESD failed to demonstrate “that USAC’s 

determination was incorrect.”  In fact, USAC did not provide any justification for 

rejecting or otherwise not crediting CGRESD for providing information which clearly 

demonstrated that Elite Fund did not exist prior to September 2003.   

Simply put, if Elite Fund did not exist when the purported “carbon copy” FY 

2003-2004 forms were produced, USAC was required, at the very least, to explain in the 

USAC Denials why CGRESD’s information was not correct or otherwise irrelevant.  In 

light of its failure to provide any reasoned explanation for rejecting CGRESD’s clear 

evidence that Elite Fund did not exist when the FY 2003-2004 forms were prepared and 

filed, the USAC Denial for the FY 2003–2004 period should be set aside, and the matter 

should be closed without further attempt to recover the fees from CGRESD. 

                                                   
16 See AT&T Wireless Servs., Inc. v. FCC, 270 F.3d 959, 968 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (citing U.S. Telecom 
Ass'n v. FCC, 227 F.3d 450, 461 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (quoting Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n v. State Farm Mut. 
Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983))). 
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C. USAC Erroneously Credited Elite Fund with a Role 
in Negotiating for Products and Services. 

The Adjustment Letter for Funding Year 2004–2005 made the identical finding 

that Elite Fund and Casair were the same entity and stated its intention to collect 

$452,264.40 from CGRESD for violations of the SLD program’s competitive bidding 

rules.  As with the FY 2003-2004 Adjustment Letter, USAC’s sole basis for issuing the 

FY 2004-2005 Adjustment Letter was the “evidence of a Stock Purchase Agreement 

between Steve Meinhardt and Roger Hoezee.  In light of this “evidence,” USAC 

concludes—quite erroneously—that Elite Fund was responsible for acting on CGRESD’s 

behalf to “negotiate for eligible products and services with potential service providers.”17 

However, USAC presented no evidence that Elite Fund held this role when 

working on behalf of CGRESD.  Instead, both the Form 470 and the Form 471 filed by 

CGRESD for that funding period lists Mr. Chinavare as the contact person and as the 

person authorized to sign the forms on behalf of CGRESD.  Elite Fund did not “negotiate 

for eligible products and services” on behalf of CGRESD.  Instead, as noted above, that 

responsibility rested with Mr. Chinavare.  Moreover, the final decision was not made by 

Elite Fund or by Mr. Chinavare, but rather by the CGRESD Board of Education. 

Thus, while it may be correct that Elite Fund and Casair shared a common sole 

shareholder, Mr. Steve Meinhardt, at some point during the period in question, there is 

no evidence that, in the instant matter, as applied to CGRESD, the common control of 

                                                   
17 See Adjustment Letters, Exhibit One.  
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Elite Fund and Casair led to SLD program violations with respect to CGRESD.  Instead, 

Mr. Chinavare served as contact person and chief negotiator for the requested goods and 

services to be obtained from service providers. 

The Commission has determined that the FCC Form 470 contact person is in a 

unique position to influence the decision-making process.18  In particular, the 

Commission has found that the “contact person exerts great influence over an applicant’s 

competitive bidding process by controlling the dissemination of information regarding the 

services requested.”19  In the instant case, Mr. Chinavare was the only person authorized 

to sign on CGRESD’s behalf and was the only listed person to receive the bids from 

potential service providers.  In light of the controlling FCC precedent at the time with 

respect to the preparation of FCC Forms 470 and 471, there was no basis for USAC to 

conclude in the Adjustment Letter that there were violations of the SLD program’s 

competitive bidding rules.20 

Moreover, the USAC Denial for FY 2004–2005 funding period did not provide 

any discussion as to why this explanation was insufficient or otherwise legally infirm.  

Instead, USAC only offered the following statement: “On appeal, you have not 

                                                   
18 See Request for Review by MasterMind Internet Services, Inc., et al., 16 FCC Rcd 4028 (2000). 
19 Id., 16 FCC Rcd at 4033. 
20 Id., 16 FCC Rcd at 4034–4035 (“To the extent that the applications at issue here were denied by 
SLD in instances that the Applicant did not name a MasterMind employee as the contact person and a 
MasterMind employee did not sign the associated Forms 470 or 471, we do not believe that there has been 
a violation of the competitive bidding process.”) 



12 
 

demonstrated that USAC’s determination was incorrect.”21  CGRESD respectfully 

submits that the evidence provided in its Appeal conclusively established the basis for 

concluding why “USAC’s determination was incorrect.” 

In particular, CGRESD demonstrated that its actions in preparing the FCC Form 

470 and FCC Form 471, serving as the point–of-contact person, and signing the forms, 

clearly established that CGRESD complied with the Commission’s rules.  Moreover, as 

explained in the Academy of Careers and Technologies decision, USAC is required to:  

review these applications fully, and should not issue summary denials of 
requests for funding solely because applications contain similar language. If 
an entity is able to demonstrate that it fully complied with all program rules 
and did not, for example, violate the Commission’s competitive bidding 
rules, then USAC should not deny funding on the basis of the “pattern 
analysis” procedure.22 

In the USAC Denials, USAC used the language “carbon copy” to characterize 

“FCC Forms 470 across a series of applications” without any evidence that it conducted 

the additional analysis required by the Commission when it reviewed CGRESD’s 

applications.  Absent from the USAC denials was any information or other evidence 

connecting the applications submitted by CGRESD to any other application.  In fact, 

USAC even failed to identify the other serial applications with which CGRESD was to be 

associated as “carbon copies.”  Therefore, the USAC Denial with respect to the FY 

2004–2005 Funding Period must be set aside, and the matter must be closed with no 

further attempt to recover funds from CGRESD. 

                                                   
21 See USAC Denials, pg. 3. 
22 See 21 FCC Rcd 5398, ¶ 8 (2006). 
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D. Alternatively, USAC Must Look to Casair and Elite 
Fund to Recover Disbursements. 

Finally, to the extent that the Commission agrees with USAC that Elite Fund 

played an impermissible role of both consultant and service provider during either of the 

two funding periods, the Commission must look to Casair and/or Elite Fund to recover 

disbursements in question.23 

As noted, there should be no question that Elite Fund could not have served as 

CGRESD’s consultant for FY 2003–2004 because it did not come into existence until 

seven months after that year’s Form 471 had been filed.  Moreover, it is clear that 

CGRESD’s Technical Director, Ken Chinavare, served as the sole point of contact and 

authorized person to receive bids for both funding periods.  In fact, the only evidence 

presented by USAC in the Adjustment Letters to support its allegation that there were 

SLD program violations in either FY 2003–2004 or FY 2004–2005 is the existence of the 

2006 Stock Purchase Agreement.  In turn, the USAC Denials completely ignored the 

evidence filed by CGRESD, and proffered a completely new justification.   

Therefore, to the extent that the 2006 Stock Purchase Agreement is evidence of a 

SLD program violation, it is clear that Elite Fund and Casair were in the sole position “to 

prevent these rule violations” because “there is no evidence in the record demonstrating 

that [CGRESD was] aware of the relationship between” Elite Fund and Casair.24  

                                                   
23 Pursuant to Section 54.721(d) of the Commission’s rules, a copy of this Request for Review is 
being served on Casair and Elite Fund.     
24 See Achieve Telecom Network of MA, 30 FCC Rcd 3653, 3672 (WCB 2015). 
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Previously, the Commission has directed USAC to discontinue recovery efforts 

against the educational institutions, and to “continue its recovery actions against” the 

entities responsible for the deception.25  In fact, when the Commission modified its rules 

and policies in 2004 to enhance USAC’s recovery procedures, it directed USAC to 

determine liability on the basis of which parties were in a “better position” to prevent the 

rule violations.26   

Because USAC failed in both the Adjustment Letters and the USAC Denials to 

provide any evidence that anyone associated with CGRESD had knowledge of the 

purported common ownership of Casair and Elite Fund by Steve Meinhardt, the 

Commission must set aside the USAC Denials, immediately cease recovery efforts 

against CGRESD, and look to Casair and Elite Fund to return any necessary 

disbursements for the respective funding periods. 

CONCLUSION 

Therefore, it is clear that CGRESD should not be held responsible for any 

potential competitive bidding rule violations that may have occurred between 2003 and 

2005 with respect to the shareholders of Casair and Elite Fund.  Not only did Elite Fund 

not even exist prior to the submission of CGRESD’s FY 2003-2004 applications, 

                                                   
25 Id., 30 FCC Rcd at 3655, nt. 11 (citing Request for Review of the Decision by the Universal Service 
Administrator by Bell South Telecommunications, Inc. and Union Parish School Board, Order, 27 FCC Rcd 
11208 (WCB 2012)). 
26 See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service; Changes to the Board of Directors for the National 
Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.; Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, Order on 
Reconsideration and Fourth Report and Order, 19 FCC Rcd 15252, 15257 (2004). 
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CGRESD has demonstrated that it was in complete control of its applications and the 

decision-making process throughout the time period.   

USAC’s first justification for recovering disbursed funds from CGRESD was 

demonstrated to be impossible in light of Elite Fund’s lack of corporate existence.  

USAC’s more recent justification also fails because (i) it ignores the facts presented in 

CGRESD’s Appeal, (ii) it raises a completely new justification without providing any 

supporting evidence, and (iii) it ignores well-established Commission precedent that 

places the responsibility for any required reimbursement on the parties that were in the 

best position to know about the purported violations. 

As a publically funded, rural educational service district, CGRESD simply does 

not have access to almost $1 million to return to USAC more than 12 years after the last 

funding disbursement, especially when USAC has utterly failed to establish an obligation 

to do so.  While CGRESD acknowledges that the Commission and USAC have a vested 

interest in requiring those parties that receive USAC funds to comply with its rules, 

CGRESD respectfully submits that it has demonstrated, without question, that its actions 

during the period in question complied with all applicable Commission rules and policies. 

As such, Clare-Gladwin Regional Education Service District requests that the 

Commission set aside the USAC Denials issued on August 23, 2017, and direct USAC to 

immediately cease collection efforts against it.  If the Commission ultimately determines 

that the competitive bidding rules were compromised through the common ownership of 
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Casair and Elite Fund by Mr. Meinhardt, CGRESD respectfully urges the Commission to 

pursue recovery only from the parties that were responsible for the rule violations. 

     Respectfully submitted, 

CLARE-GLADWIN REGIONAL 
EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
 

By:  
Lee G. Petro 
DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
1500 K Street N.W. 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC  20005-1209 
(202) 230-5857 
 
Its Counsel 

 
October 23, 2017 
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Funding Commitment Adjustment Reports, and cease attempting to recover from CGRESD the 

disbursements for Funding Years 2003-2004 and 2004-2005.  

     Respectfully submitted, 

CLARE-GLADWIN REGIONAL 
 EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
 

By:  
Lee G. Petro 
DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH LLP 
1500 K Street N.W. 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC  20005-1209 
(202) 230-5857 
 
Its Counsel 

 
August 1, 2017 
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